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Introduction
Their substantive differences in theory and method aside, Foucault and Bourdieu shared 
a will towards making transparent the first principles, assumptions, and practices of 
academic fields. Bourdieu’s (1972) reflexive sociology is an attempt to “objectify the objec-
tification”, to turn the lenses of the field upon itself as if it were a hierarchical system of 
cultural exchange. Whereas Foucault’s (1972) archaeological and genealogical methods 
divorced texts from historical speakers and reconceptualized disciplines as discourses, 
Bourdieu’s approach was to structurally outline the relationships within a field, looking 
for the field’s codification in formal academic institutions and structures, and naming 
its operational principles of exchange and teleological principles of capital. In so doing, 
both stepped away from traditional assumptions about the scientific disinterest or para-
digmatic coherence of disciplinary inquiry (see Albright and Luke 2008, Grenfell et al. 
2012).
This chapter takes English studies and critical applied linguistics as historically situ-
ated social fields. We make the case that state and corporate institutions, and specific 
political economies that redefined the English language as a form of national and trans-
national capital, drove its genealogy. Our aim here is to document three genealogies of 
the formation of the study of the English language and applied linguistics:
1 the emergence of applied linguistics as a service technology for the postwar develop-
ment and aid paradigm of English-speaking geopolitical and economic empire;
2 the turn towards “critical” applied linguistics and language studies over the second 
half of the century in relation to 1960s social movements in the west, and liberation-
ist movements in postcolonial and neocolonial contexts (see also Chapter 20); and
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3 current reformations of applied linguistics as a normative model for promoting 
linguistic and cultural diversity in the contexts of globalization and transnationaliza-
tion (see also Chapters 3, 5, 6 and 9).
Our aim is to move away from the description of the field as a set of foundational 
truths about language (see Cumming 2008), and to identify and anticipate its histori-
cal re-objectification and reformation in relation to current geopolitical, material, and 
cultural contexts (see Chapters 1, 2 and 29).
Historical perspectives
Prior to the Second World War, the field of linguistics remained focused on the Saussurean 
structural analysis of language as pre-existing systems (langue) with little interest in every-
day use (parole) (see Part II in this book for chapters addressing many of these issues). The 
postwar period was characterized by large-scale intranational and international efforts to 
reconstruct social and economic infrastructure by and on behalf of the interests of victor 
states, led by the USA, the UK, and the Soviet Union. In this period, applied linguistics 
emerged as part of a broader development paradigm of postwar American economic and 
cultural expansion, which coincided with Britain’s deliberate withdrawal from imperial 
governance. Postwar development and aid via the Marshall Plan and the American and 
European reconstruction of a neocolonial order in Asia (modelled in McArthur’s gover-
nance of postwar Japan) contributed to the expansion of English-speaking businesses, 
corporations, and politico-military spheres of influence (Judt 2010), and the ascendency 
of English as the new transnational language of diplomacy, media, and trade. Despite 
the unravelling of the British Empire, the legacies of British English were adopted and 
sustained via postcolonial schooling and universities, systems for governance, legal and 
civic life, religion, and trade. American English extended its dominance in postwar geo-
political reconfigurations and development agendas. London and New York emerged as 
key corporate headquarters for banking and financial services, corporations, and trans-
national non-government organizations.
In this section, we examine the relations among models of social and national develop-
ment, applied linguistics, and English in the postwar period. We argue that the period 
was marked by the technologization of linguistics, that is the enlistment of linguistics qua 
foundational discipline to address perceived state and corporate needs for large-scale 
foreign- and second-language teaching, language planning for culturally and linguisti-
cally diverse populations, and universal compulsory literacy education for poor and rich, 
females and males, metropolis and hinterland (see Chapter 29 on New Literacy Studies). 
Language thus came to be a key institutional and cultural technology in the postwar 
competitive formation of human capital, in the expansion of Anglo-American corporate 
capital more generally, and in a new transnational division of communications media, 
knowledge, and information.
The term “applied linguistics” first developed currency in specialized language-
teaching programmes in the USA after the Second World War (Wei 2011). The field was 
inaugurated in the journal Language Learning, published by the University of Michigan 
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postcolonial political concerns with the demands for engagement with emergent US and 
UK geopolitical and economic power.
In theory, the processes of implementing language change involved authenticat-
ing a chosen language and designating a group of persons as mother tongue speakers 
(Kaplan 1990). However, although governments – and emergent postcolonial economic 
and political elites – were keen to establish national and economic independence, they 
were also engaged in the development possibilities afforded by relationships with former 
colonial powers (Luke et al. 1990). The language-planning focus was one of decoloniza-
tion moving to modernization (Ricento 2000), with modernization often associated with 
English (and, in Africa, with French). Indeed, multilingualism was seen by some language 
planners as negatively correlating with development and national prosperity (Lo Bianco 
2002). The debates about the continued reliance on former colonial languages such as 
English pitted the need for local identity and sovereignty against the need for a language 
of wider communication to access science, technology, and infrastructure development.
In postcolonial contexts, then, education reform was a critical part of decolonization 
and modernization. In nation-building programmes in Southeast Asia after the Second 
World War, language of instruction policies ranged from “monoistic” policy prioritizing 
instruction in one national language, often a postcolonial language (e.g. in Indonesia), 
to “dualistic” instruction in both the national language and a foreign language, usually 
a former colonial language such as English (Abhakorn 2003: 80–1). Dual instruction 
was most evident in postcolonial countries such as Brunei, Malaysia, Singapore, and the 
Philippines. In each case, the national language was used to emphasize national identity 
and unity, and English, already entrenched in the postcolonial education, legal, and civic 
administration systems, retained its importance for science, commerce, and the state.
In India, Hindi was designated the official language and English, the former colonial 
language, was given “associate” official language status (Sonntag 2002). Also acknowl-
edged in the Indian constitution were the major regional or state official languages. In 
India, as elsewhere in the colonial world, nationalists used the ideological tools of colo-
nialism, that is, English and western education, to challenge the legitimacy of colonial 
rule (Wright 2004). Nationalists such as Gandhi argued against English, as it was the 
tool of colonial oppression and an impediment to Indian cultural identity and equal-
ity. However, many of these arguments were marginalized after independence when the 
prime minister, Nehru, advocated English as the tool for the formation of a modern, 
industrial, and secular future for India (Sonntag 2000). English was also deployed in the 
service of national unity objectives; its associate official language status was legislated 
to allay southern Indian concerns about the adoption of Hindi as the official language. 
Similar decisions were made in African countries. In Zambia, English was adopted as the 
lingua franca and language of instruction on the basis that the selection of a Zambian 
language/languages would invite fracturing along ethnic lines (Baldauf 1990).
Emergent African countries, like elsewhere, faced language-planning questions about 
building capacity in areas of education, the civil service, economics, and technology 
without the dependency of colonially imposed English. Debates were divided between 
those advocating a re-centring of African languages in education and those wanting 
continued reliance on English but with transformations originating in the African 
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work of Fairclough (Fairclough 1985, Fairclough 1989) sets out “to help correct a wide-
spread underestimation of the significance of language in the production, maintenance, 
and change of social relations of power” (Fairclough 1989: 1). He examines how orders 
of discourse are themselves dimensions of the social orders of institutions or societies 
that are constituted by relations of power (Fairclough 1989). Lemke’s (1998) analysis of 
hypermedia (see Part IV) is based on a view that all meanings are made in communities, 
and, consequently, the analysis of meaning should not be separated from the social, 
cultural, historical, and political context of multimedia.
Critical work over the last four decades has focused on inequality and power in insti-
tutional language use. Many other studies examine various genres of institutional and 
professional discourse, such as texts and talk in the courtroom (Lakoff 1990), bureau-
cratic discourse (Burton and Carlen 1979), corporate discourses (Ehlich 1995), political 
discourses (Wilson 1980), and educational discourses on paedagogies, social class, and 
institutional power (see Part III). Taken together, this corpus of work refocused applied 
linguistic studies on language as a means for power and dominance, cultural hegemony, 
and ideological control. A key feature of the critical turn was to retain the Hymesian 
commitment to a focus on everyday language practices and uses, while connecting this 
with a broader, normative political analysis of institutional and social structures. The 
latter was achieved through the enlistment of new theoretical resources for applied lin-
guistics, specifically the foundational political and social analyses of Bourdieu, Foucault, 
Gramsci, Bakhtin, and others. This had the effect of further moving applied linguistics 
away from its positivist and descriptivist foundations in Saussurean linguistics and rais-
ing foundational questions about its development as a postwar technology for capital and 
the state.
Current contributions
According to Giddens (1994: 5), “globalization is not a single process but a complex 
mixture of processes, which often acts in contradictory ways, producing conflicts, dis-
junctures and new forms of inequality”. A key impact has been the creation of new 
linguascapes (Pennycook 2007), which display immense diversity in the face of a seemingly 
inexorable homogenizing process. Bourdieu (1998) describes globalization as “a myth . . . 
a powerful discourse, an idée force . . . which obtains belief” (Bourdieu 1998: 34). This 
definition begins to explain why many non-English-speaking countries continue to move 
towards the adoption of English as a second language. The global flow of information, 
accessible technology, and the emergence of powerful transnational corporate products, 
brands, and affiliated discourses have made it easy for languages such as English to cross 
borders. New world languages, such as Mandarin and Hindi, are blending with English 
in cosmopolitan settings, in particular, taking the lead to integrate diverse interests from 
trade and media to education. Further, the outsourcing and offshoring of language-inten-
sive service work (e.g. call centres, financial services) to English-speaking workers in India 
and the Philippines are indicative of the manner in which global media, telecommunica-
tions, and internet technologies (see Part IV) are increasing the proliferation of English 
as a medium for service labour (Cowie 2007). They are generating new conditions for 
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its dialectal variation and regionalization. Quite literally, global economic and cultural 
relations are creating new, distinctive and blended kinds of speaking subjects and speech 
communities.
The ascendency of English as a language of transnational work has enhanced the 
popular perception that it is central to cosmopolitanism and to the creation of a “glocal” 
identity (Harris et al. 2002, Pennycook 2011) (see also Chapter 3). Working without 
a political economic analysis, linguists such as Crystal (2003: 120) acknowledge the 
imposition of English via colonization, but then argue that its global ascendency is due 
to its ability to be “in the right place at the right time”. This is a naïve view of the com-
plex linguistic markets and fields of exchange that have emerged with shifts in material 
conditions and geopolitical relations in a “post-Cold War” period (Chen 2010). The pro-
liferation of world language English and of economic and cultural globalization sit locally 
in reciprocal and mutually reinforcing relationships (Tollefson 2007). English has gained 
currency as a global language through the merging of European and Anglo-American 
economic interests, global white collar and refugee migration, global politics, and the 
proliferation of the internet and telecommunications links.
Kumaravadivelu (2008: 32) perceives the social, cultural, and individual engagement 
with globalization as a significant factor in language learning. A reason for English taking 
such a lead is to be found in it being a “post-imperial” language, as the struggle to retain 
a neocolonial language is often projected as an essential aspect of employment (Fishman 
et al. 1996).
In this new linguascape, Pennycook (2011) observes that English has become a con-
duit for the transfer of technology as it has of culture, while, at the same time, capacity in 
English has become a dividing line for new “social, political and economic inequalities” 
(Tollefson 2000: 8). Bauman (1998: 102) adds that the “uninhibited transfer of informa-
tion and instantaneous communication” has been accompanied by “an almost complete 
communication breakdown between the learned elites and the populous”. Hence, notions 
of free trade, connectivity, and borderless exchange have become covers for a new species 
of transnational language planning, in which transnational organizations – from non-
governmental organizations such as the International Monetary Fund and their aid and 
development proxies to transnational corporations – operate through and with English 
(Phillipson 2004). This has the effect of re-defining the processes of technologization 
of language that we described earlier in new material contexts: re-creating centre and 
periphery relationships between the developed, largely English-speaking industrial and 
postindustrial blocs and non-English-speaking rural and industrial countries.
English as a foreign language (EFL) or English as a second language is a multibillion-
dollar industry in Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and the Americas (see Chapter 7). 
Although this work might have had relatively humble, if overtly ideological, beginnings 
in government-supported and controlled organizations such as the British Council and 
Voice of America, in present-day contexts, such colonization operates through the emer-
gence of large-scale corporate edubusiness (Luke 2011). Thomson Reuters, for example, 
both owns the IELTS Cambridge assessment systems and is one of the largest EFL text-
book publishers in the world. Online English teaching has become a large-scale financial 
enterprise in China, with multiple state and private providers teaching English language 
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concrete problems and contexts. In the non-synchronous work of cultural and economic 
globalization, there is a remaining place for development work, for the spread of language 
teaching and learning, and for the coming of Eurocentric knowledge and languages as 
the media of modernity pace the burgeoning markets for English-language teaching in 
China and India.
There remains a continued need for critical work in applied linguistics that maintains 
the interests of poor, marginalized, and culturally diverse communities against the effects 
of state-sponsored linguistic nationalism, the expansion of multinational corporations 
and exploitative forms of capital, and the proliferation of new media messages and ide-
ologies. The next wave of applied linguistics will need to respond to a renewed set of 
problems that do not necessarily have their origins in colonization, the Cold War, or its 
aftermath. These include emergent conditions such as the rise of Mandarin, Spanish, 
and other world languages as the media of cultural and economic exchange; the shift in 
the critical mass of English speakers away from the UK and the USA; and the affiliated 
hybridization of English. In the coming decades, we might even encounter a handbook 
or encyclopaedia of applied linguistics that is, indeed, written and published in languages 
other than English.
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